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PER CURI AM

Am nata Fl orence Kamara, a native and citizen of Sierra
Leone, petitions for review an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“Board”) denying her notion to reopen. W review the
Board’s denial of a notion to reopen for abuse of discretion. 8

C.F.R 8§ 1003.2(a) (2005); INS v. Doherty, 502 U S. 314, 323-24

(1992); Yanez-Popp v. INS, 998 F.2d 231, 234 (4th Gr. 1993). A

denial of a nmotion to reopen nust be reviewed with extrene
deference, since immgration statutes do not contenpl ate reopening
and t he appli cabl e regul ati ons di sfavor notions to reopen. MA. V.
INS, 899 F.2d 304, 308 (4th G r. 1990) (en banc).

Kamara rai ses several issues in her brief, none of which
have nerit. W note the Board did not abuse its discretion denying
the notion to reopen as untinely. Moreover, there was no evi dence
of changed circunstances within Sierra Leone. Thus, there was no
reason to i gnore the ninety-day period in which to file notions to
reopen. We are wthout authority to review the Board’ s deci sion

not to sua sponte reopen the case. Belay-Gebru v. INS, 327 F.3d

998, 1000-01 (10th Gr. 2003). W further find no authority to
exerci se our mandanus authority and to conpel the Board to review

the nerits of the petitionto reopen. Inre First Fed. Sav. & Loan

Ass’'n, 860 F.2d 135, 138 (4th Cir. 1988).
| nsof ar as Kamara challenges the March 12, 2004 order

summarily affirmng the inmgration judge' s order, we are w thout



jurisdiction because Kamara did not file a tinely petition for

review. Stone v. INS, 514 U S. 386, 405 (1995) (this tinme period

is “jurisdictional in nature and nust be construed with strict
fidelity to [its] terns.”).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W also
deny the notion for stay of renoval. We dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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